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Amendments to the Drawings : 

The attached replacement sheet of drawings includes changes to Fig. 2 and replaces the original 
sheet including Fig.2. 

In Figure 2, the numerical label "66" has been added to identify the "search parameter" discussed 
in the description of the drawings. 



Attachments following last page of this Amendment: 

Replacement Sheet (1 page) 

Annotated Sheet Showing Change (1 page) 
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REMARKS 

Claims 1-27 are pending in the application, of which claims 1 and 21 are independent. 
Applicant has amended claims 1, 4-9, 13-16, 19, and 21, canceled claim 18, and added new 
claims 25-27. Favorable reconsideration and further examination are requested. 

The Examiner rejected claims 21-24 under 35 U.S.C. § 101 as being directed to non- 
statutory subject matter. As amended, independent claim 21 recites "one or more machine 
readable media for storing instructions that are executable, the instructions for causing one or 
more processing devices to. . ." Claims 22-24 are dependent on amended claim 21. Accordingly, 
Applicant requests that the rejection of claims 21-24 be withdrawn. 

The Examiner rejected claims 1-2, 5-6, 8-22 and 24 under 35 U.S.C. 102(e) as being 
anticipated by Kyne (US 6,615,237). Without conceding the appropriateness of the rejection, 
and solely to advance this application to issuance, Applicants have amended the claims as shown 
above, to define the invention with greater particularity. In view of these amendments, 
withdrawal of the rejections is respectfully requested. 

As amended, claim 1 recites "displaying a first search result associated with a first search 
parameter in a first pane of the GUI," and "displaying a second search result associated with a 
second search parameter in a second pane of the GUI." The first and second search results are 
generated using different search engines. Kyne is not understood to disclose or suggest at least 
this feature of claim 1 . 

More specifically, Kyne teaches a method in which a single search engine is used to 
obtain a single set of search results, which includes of a list of hyperlinks that match a search 
term. As shown in FIG. 6, Kyne displays the search results in one pane 242 of the GUI 240. In a 
second pane 246 of GUI 240, Kyne displays a website associated with the most relevant page 
from the search results. Thus, Kyne displays only one set of search results, and fails to disclose 
or to suggest a second search engine, which is different from the first search engine, that searches 
for, and displays, a second search result associated with a second search parameter. 

Additionally, Kyne includes a "customization" feature that allows a user only to select a 
single search provider (e.g., search engine) for address box searches. (See column 8, lines 54- 
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60). Because Kyne's system allows a user to select only one search engine to search for data on 
a network, Kyne actually teaches away from claim 1 which uses a second search engine, which is 
different from the first search engine, to generate and display a second search result associated 
with a second search parameter. 

For at least the foregoing reasons, claim 1 is believed to be patentable over Kyne. U.S. 
Patent No.: 6,247,020 (Minard) and U.S. Patent No.: 6,912,552 (Anderson) which are applied 
against the dependent claims, are not believed to add anything that would remedy the foregoing 
deficiency of Kyne vis-a-vis claim 1. Accordingly, claim 1 is believed to be allowable. 

Claim 21 is directed to an article of manufacture and roughly corresponds to claim 1. 
Claim 21 is believed to be allowable for at least the reasons presented above. 

Each of the dependent claims is also believed to define patentable features of the 

invention. Each dependent claim partakes of the novelty of its corresponding independent claim 
and, as such, has not been discussed specifically herein. 

It is believed that all of the pending claims have been addressed. However, the absence 
of a reply to a specific rejection, issue or comment does not signify agreement with or 
concession of that rejection, issue or comment. In addition, because the arguments made above 
may not be exhaustive, there may be reasons for patentability of any or all pending claims (or 
other claims) that have not been expressed. Finally, nothing in this paper should be construed as 
an intent to concede any issue with regard to any claim, except as specifically stated in this 
paper, and the amendment of any claim does not necessarily signify concession of 
unpatentability of the claim prior to its amendment. 
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In view of the foregoing amendments and remarks, Applicants respectfully submit that 
the application is in condition for allowance, and such action is respectfully requested at the 
Examiner's earliest convenience. 

Applicants' undersigned attorney can be reached at the address shown below. All 
telephone calls should be directed to the undersigned at 617-368-2141. 

Please apply any other charges or credits to deposit account 06-1050. 



Fish & Richardson P.C. 
225 Franklin Street 
Boston, MA 021 10 
Telephone: (617) 542-5070 
Facsimile: (617) 542-8906 



Respectfully submitted, 





Tonya S. Drake 
Reg. No. 57,861 
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